SEBT. 12, 1970 



Dear Hal, 

After receiving your latest letter I contacted the 
person you had in mind and discussed the entire situation with 
him. He will, he said, respond to she questions you had raised 
in your letter to me in a separate letter which you should re- 
ceive shortly. The reasons for his delay in writing to you can 
be explained on the basis of the fact that his work has pre- 
vented him from writing you as regularly as he has in the past, 
i believe this to be the case since it took me several days to 
arrange a meeting with him which I finally did last night at 
my apartment. Incidentally, Fred Newcomb dropped over the same 
night with his wife and daughter before heading up to Oregon 
where their daughter is expected to enter college in a few 
weeks. He had little to report 'about activities down his way 
except to state that he was doubtful of that Bobby Kennedy 
group and, indeed, said that he had learned that the alleged 
beating of Dryer's wife was a phoney story but would not tell 
why he believed this to be the case. 

Now let me explain my position as to rhe person you 
asked me to contact. I make these points without having made 
a point-by-point analysis of his thesis. This will come later 
in a separate analysis that will be based on my evaluation of 
the contents within the thesis and I'll forward you a copy. 

The following is, however, my preliminary conclusions. 

I think it would be wrong to assert that this per- 
son's thesis proves he has "gone over to the other side" or 
that he has "sold out" . Nor do I regard the thesis as the re- 
sultant of social forces pressuring him to "go along" because 
of tne control exerted by the individual who heads his depart- 
ment. I know that this thesis was prompted more by the skepti- 
cal bent of mind of the person writing it and what would appear 

to be a determination on his part to resolve the doubts within 
his mind by conducting the experiments necessary to support 

the conclusions and put these into some codified form. I might 




point out here that this "codified form" is not a published work 

but only one to be circulated among responsible critics who are 
in a position to make v-lid criticisms., You knew } of course, that 

this person had been working on this thesis for some tmme so it 
was not sprung as a surprise upon the critical community. Perhaps 
it might have been better to have written one thesis that would 
have supported a position of fi£^aM d motion of Kennedy's head and 
torso from a direction of fire coming from the front as well as 
one thesis supporting a backward motion from a direction of fire 
coming from the rear but in any event the thesis was not organized 
along those lines and a single theoretical position was adopted. 

It is, since I haven't at this point read the thesis, premature 
on my part to state my position about the thesis. I could, for 
example, argue about the selection of a "melon" as the object 
used in the experiment but I'll save that for later when I make 
a more exhaustive analysis of the thesis. 

As to another point about the writer of the thesis lending 

his name to a work by the head of his department this is, as I see 

it, necessary for the reason that the writer of the thesis, as ex- 
plained to me, had to include his name because of traditional and 

quite professional reasons and in no/ way implies that he takes 
the same position although, of course, the implication is that he 
does. It is a rather unfortunate implication but, I believe, an 
incorrect one, however, critics may seize upon it that it does 
damage to the cause of the multiple assassin theory. We know that 
the press will conduct itself in the usual manner when the head 
of the department has his article published because of the promin- 
ence of the man involved. We've had to fight this sort of thing 
before and no matter how much one may be in the right the problem 
of countering it has always been a major one. We have to live with 
this ail the time and its it's part of being a critic. 

If I can somehow sum it up I'd say that there is no 
doubt in my mind as to the writer of the thesis and his sincerity. 

I do not believe that the work was done to justify his position 

within his department for other considerations. I trust that he 
will explain this in his letter to you and believe that his thesis 
should be subjected to the same critical analysis that the critics 




have done when they examined the Warren Report. One can ask for 
no more. Either the thesis stands or falls based upon scientif- 
ically validated points or it does not and it is up to us to 
see that this occurs. 

I’ll end the discussion of the thesis for now and just 
mention a few other items before ending this letter. I'm enclosing 
some articles I've come across vrijich you'll be interested in, par- 
ticularly the one about the James Earl Ray and Euie bit. As for 
the "underground whitehouse” thing I know nothing else but what 
appears in the article. Have you ever come across anything like 
it before? 

Well, I must close now bsfsrs. Incidentally, I'm over at 
the Whites now typing this (they called me after receiving your 
letter) and the copies contained in this letter are due to their 
wonderful help. I explained the whole "melon" affair to them as 
I see it and I'm sure they will write you separately as to how 
they feel. 

I do hope, Hal, that all of the above will somehow put 
your mind at ease and if so I'm gsjlld that I could be of whatever 
help I could provide. 

Do give my regards to your wife and I hope that everything 
else is o.k. and that you are feeling well. 

Best , 

Your friend as ever, 




